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1912-1013 otherwise than in good faith and reprobates the charges of corruption
Age 59*60 j^gg^ against Ministers which have been proved to be wholly
false.'* The formula was arrived at after a previous amendment
reprobating the charges but omitting the reference to the ex-
pressions of regret had been withdrawn, and substantially it expressed
Asquith's view. He thought it essential that the Ministers should
express their regret, and right that the resolution should put it on
record that they had done so. In his own speech he improved the
occasion by formulating " rules of obligation and rules of prudence "
which he considered should be observed by Ministers in their financial
dealings:
" The first, of course, and the most obvious, is that (1) Ministers ought
not to enter into any transaction whereby their private pecuniary
interests might, even conceivably, come into conflict with their public
duty. There is no dispute about that. Again (2) no Minister is justified*
under any circumstances, in -using official information, information that
has come to him as a Minister, for his own private profit or for that of
his friends. Further (3) no Minister ought to allow or to put himself in
a position to be tempted to use his official influence in support of any
scheme, or in furtherance of any contract, in regard to which he has an
undisclosed private interest. That again is beyond dispute. Again (4)
no Minister ought to accept from persons who are in negotiation with or
seeking to enter into contractual or proprietary or pecuniary relations
with the State, any kind of favour. That, I think, is also beyond dispute,
I will add a further proposition, which I am not sure has been completely
formulated, though it has no doubt boon adumbrated in the course of
these debates, and that is that (5) Ministers should scrupulously avoid
speculative investments in securities as to which, from their position and
their special means of early or confidential information, they have, or
may have, an advantage over other people in anticipating market changes.
This is not an exhaustive code, but these are Rules of Obligation, none
of which were violated by the two Ministers involved in the case*
I think that in addition to those rules, which I have described as Rules
of Obligation—because it seems to me that they have an ethical value
and sanction, as well as being based on grounds of expediency and
policy—there are, or there certainly ought to be, Rules of Prudence,
specially applicable to Ministers and to persons in positions of official
responsibility, rules which perhaps never have been formulated, and
which it would be very difficult to formulate in precise or universal
terms* One of these rules is that in these matters such persons should
carefully avoid all transactions which can give colour or countenance to
the belief that they are doing anything which the Rules of Obligation
foribid. It was that Rule, which I call a rule of Prudence, which in my
opinion, and ib the opinion of my right honourable friends and colleagues,
was not fully observed though with complete innocence of intention, in
; JU* case. It has always been my opinion, and it is their opinion,
tfeey told the House quite frankly in the fullest fund most manly way.

